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Do Not Ignore the Soviets 


IF THE PRESIDENT is 
really anxious to promote 
negotiations in Vietnam, he 
.would do well to tell Sec- 
retary Rusk 
to clear up 
the difference 
between what 
the Russians 
say about 
Hanoi’s posi- 
tion and what 
we are say- 
ing. Premier 
Kosygin, at 
his news con- 
ference on 
Feb. 9, and President Pod- 
gorny, at a state dinner in 
Moscow on Monday, said 
that peace talks would fol- 
low the suspension of U.S. 
bombing in North Vietnam. 
These two highly placed So- 
viet' spokesmen tell us that 
the reciprocal action in re- 
turn for suspending the 
bombing is the opening of 
peace negotiations. 

Secretary Rusk, on the 
other hand, cites North Viet- 
namese spokesmen who, un- 
like the Russians, insist that 
the suspension of bombing 
must be “unconditional and 
permanent.” Just what Sec- 
retary Rusk thinks the word 
“permanent” means, he did 
not spell out. But he seems 
to be saying that Hanoi de- 


mands the right to escalate 
the war in the South without 
interference by the United 
States bombers in the North. 
Can this really be what 
Hanoi and Moscow mean? 
is hard to believe that it is. 
For the demand that the 
North have the right to 
wage unlimited war in the 
South while the United 
States can wage only a lim- 
ited war in the North is an 
absurdity. 

The word “permanent,” 
when used in Hanoi, is, to 
be sure, an ambiguous and 
confusing word. It cannot 
mean anything very definite. 
The Soviet spokesmen do 
not use it. They say that 
the suspension of bombing 
will “clear the way” to a 
conference dealing with the 
whole problem of Vietnam. 
It is hard to understand why 
Secretary Rusk refuses to 
deal seriously with such a 
momentous statement made 
by both the Prime Minister " 
and the President of the So- 
viet Union. 

UNTIL HE has dealt with 
the Soviet offer of a peace 
conference as a consequence 
of a cease-fire in the North, 
the Administration will be 
under strong suspicion of 
not wanting to negotiate un- j 


til Hanoi has made at least 
a symbolic gesture of sur- 
render. What else does Sec- 
retary Rusk mean by de- 
manding “military” reci- 
procity? Suppose Hanoi said 
it was stopping the infiltra- 
tion? Would that be any- 
thing more than a symbolic 
gesture of admission that 
Hanoi has been the aggres- 
sor? Would it really settle 
anything permanently? 
Would it, in the absence of 
a true political settlement, 
last very long? 

The crucial fact is that 
there exists a proposal, 
stated by the Soviet gov- 
ernment, that a' peace con- 
ference can be opened when 
the attack on North Viet- 
nam ceases. Until that pro- 
posal is taken seriously, the 
President will not be widely 
believ'd when he says that 
he /wants a negotiated 
settlement. 
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